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PREFAC3 



The proposals made In this paper are. In the opinion of 
the writer, based on sound principles of business or public ad- 
ministration. Accordingly, the concepts presented are neither 
new nor radical. Instead, their efficacy has been tested re- 
peatedly In the past, often within the military departments 
themselves. Considering that the Department of Defense has for 
the past five years slowly moved In the direction of supply uni- 
fication of the three military departments, and believing that 
with a new administration, the speed of accomplishing that 
objective will be accelerated, the writer has presented some 
proposals as to what may be done about achieving a sound, effec- 
tive, efficient and economical Department of Defense Supply System. 

He has drawn on his experiences In the Navy Supply Corps, 
where principles of administrative management receive a sure test, 
and on regulations, memoranda, and staff studies concerned with 
laying the foundations to initiate a Department of Defense Supply 
System. To the best of his judgment and ability, he has combined 
the kaleidoscopic pieces of his experience into this paper. 

Particular recognition must be accorded the supply system 
studies in the materiel categories of subsistence and nsdical, 
which were prepared by the Munitions Board Staff, in collabora- 
tion with service representation from the three military depart- 
ments. Without those studies as reference, the concept and 
principles of the paper could not have been woven together. 

The proposals made are actually a general blueprint for 



-i- 






«• .«•# 1 ^ f •’ « Wf -'•• 

. - • . 6* : •. k# <$*** * b ' 8,d l ' I8;(i ' w6Qj 

««••*...*>•»*» »» .trwr^o^ .»t*rtiauu«# 

... t**»t*t« -'-to •** ,,r ‘ I • «*>“■’ •*■■ *** 

, r> , ,, - » ’■ • ***• «*•« •"* nt rr -- 1, *< 

mii « •fWoWw* ••'’ ,#E * ri5 

„ » . ’ t*rfe# ▼• r ' p :,> <,vn '*** 411:1 

^ till i« 

, ., .,, , •, • i •• * ** .aor-rrtl.lflUt* » rt;Ji * 

.... ,. .. ,» - *i - •'•»»- «° fIiw 

... ' *■ *** CJ “ • r -°^ S » 

. -i = MMrb«»' Jo*iom« ,«»tt 

^5 x|tr )T y*gk rna «1 fWN»lta|M ei<* 30 •* 

-v— *•- « f • • • tt yr«a» 

*' rM * M nr *"* 

•«**** •* ■»» 

1 ■ .-teed ia 01 

4 .tti o3-* •#•**»•<*• lW •<• ••«•** ol«ro!)*oWelH>» «* 

, fU ,. ._ ,x,»o,. .o n v ^itf^oor- 

,f %*• •nr.##* f»o» ■• v «•*««« «W cit #•»*** 

.<# r«U U«rf 1 U * fcen^i#^q «« ***** 

n . , ift . UK* V# • «' !-»•*■% 

„• • , .• - eJn,,B 
,. JO „ r-itro* «o» *»o ftqSLmtn 

nt A 5 „ • • T'.ms rL *^r fw* -t? 



the establ ishnent of a Department of Defense Supply System for 
Coraraon-u3Q Items, which will recognize: the goal, the need of 

qualified personnel, an organization and system to accomplish 
the job, and accounting and statistical controls to measure 
the effectiveness of attaining the goal* 
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CHAPTER I 



TOY STEPS SHOULD BE TaKEN TO EFFECT A DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE SUPPLY SYSTEM FOR COMMON-USE ITEMS 

Background within the Department of Defense .— The National 
Security Act of 1947 1 provided for coordination of the three mili- 
tary departments and the establishment of integrated policies and 
procedures. In the area of supply management, the Munitions Board 
was given the responsibility to bring about the maximum Integra- 
tion of military supply activities. Under the auspices of the 
Munitions Board, Facilities and Services Committees were estab- 
lished at all echelons of departmental and field establishments 
with the assigned mission of eliminating overlapping end duplica- 
tion among the three military departments, and to promote the 
maximum cross-servicing. V.hile good work was done by these com- 
mittees, it gradually became apparent that only the surface could 
be treated, because the reasons for doing things depended upon 
Interlaced policies, and established supply systems already In 
being. Because there are very deep relationships and close asso- 
ciations among the basic logistics functions of determination of 
requirements, procurement, and distribution, the realization came 
that greater progress would come in coordinating the supply manage- 
ment area If examination were turned to the functional fields of 
supply, such as: materiel control, property accounting, purchase, 

■^Public Law 253, 80th Congress, 1st Session. 
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etc. Accordingly, the Facilities and Services Committees were 
disbanded and replaced at the departmental headquarters level 
by Councils, such as, procurement and materiel control, with 
their dependent conmittees arri subcommittees, which were composed 
of Munitions Board staff and departmental members. It was about 
this time, in May of 1949, that the Secretary of Defense laid 
down a policy statement for the chairman of the Munitions Board: 

The Munitions Board will develop in conjunction with the 
three departments, the most practical supply system for com- 
mon items of supply. This system should provide for adequate 
cross-servicing among the departments with a minimum of over- 
lapping and the maximum of efficiency and economy in the 
handling of items of supply common to two or more departments. 
The Munitions Board will develop and submit to me not later 
than 13 July 1949 the assumptions on which the supply systems 
will be established. 2 

The Munitions Board, complemented by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the three military departments, developed nineteen policy as- 
sumptions, applicable to the materiel logistics area, for a Depart- 
ment. of Defense Supply System.^ Thereupon, the council and com- 
mittee organization of the Munitions Board wrestled with the problem 
of effecting uniform methods and procedures for each functional 
field of supply which would be applicable to a unified Department 
of Defense Supply System; but they were frustrated and thwarted 
in attempting to make them applicable to so many different types of 
materiel categories. Their direction was a horizontal, functional 
dissection across many segnents of each of the throe departments • 
supply systems. When unrest arose among the top management of the 



Secretary of Defense policy statement accompanying Trans- 
fer Order No. 39 of May 1949, concerning separation of Department 
of Army and Air Force. 

2 

Secretary of Defense Memorandum for the Secretaries of 

Army, Navy, Air Force, and J.C.S., M.B., and R & D Board, 17 Novem- 
ber 1949. 
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Department of Defense, at the sic*? progress being mde by the 
councils and committees, the Munitions Board ordered them dis- 
banded. A new concept was brought forth; that of studying 
vertical coordination and integration of all supply functions 
within a materiel category for each military department. At tihe 
same time there was developed by the Munitions Board staff a 
Standard Materiel Category Grouping System,” which was designed 
" f or use primarily in connection with executing Munitions Board 
responsibility derived from the memorandum of 17 November 1949 
from the Secretary of Defense regarding •The Department of Defense 

4 

Supply System 1 . w In July of 1951, the Department of Defense is- 

sued a directive "to clarify and amplify the basic policies which 
are to govern the operation of the supply systems in the Military 
Departments.”*^ This directive did not actually depart from the 
basic objective of the 19 November 1949 memorandum, covering a 
Department of Defense Supply System, but it was designed as in- 
terim supply management policy pending the development of data 
and information which could carry out the desires for a Department 
of Defense System as laid down in the 19 November 1949 memorandum.® 
The Individual departments could and did interpret it to their own 
thinking, while echelons with the Department of Defense did like- 
wise. This directive was implemented by another Department of 
Defense Directive in the supply management area which established 

4 

itunitions Board memorandum for Secretaries of Army, Navy, 
ani Air Forco 18 September 1950. 

department of Defense Directive 250.01-1, 17 July 1951. 

^This is the author’s interpretation. 
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a Supply Systems Study Project to "develop and recommend such 
changes to existing organization, policies, standards, and pro- 
cedures governing the supply operations within the Department of 
Defense a 3 will maintain or increase militaiy effectiveness and 
produce the optimum efficiency and economy of these supply opera- 
tions from the initial requirements and resources planning stage 
to final consumption or other disposition." 7 After the issuance 
of this directive, siipply systems study projects in the materiel 
categories of medical and dental, subsistence, and commercial 
automotive were started. To date, preliminary draft reports cn 
the first two categories have been published, while the commercial 
category is still under study.® Before these studies were published, 

Q 

the Congress of the United States injected an additional catalyst. 

s the result of investigations by congressional committees concerned 
with military preparedness (the Johnson subcommittee) and with ef- 
fectiveness of military supply operations (the 3onner, Porter-Hardy 
and Herbert subcommittees ), the mood of Congress toward supply 
management within the Department of Defense was exemplified by the 
inclusion of a general provision in the Department of Defense Ap- 
propriation Act This provision, section 633, is as follows: 



department of Defense Directive 250.11-2 (Now 4100.3), 

9 August 1951. 

®Munitlons Board Office of Supply, Supply Systems Study 
Project, "Staff report on Department of Defense Subsistence Supply 
Systems" , 5 February 1953 and "Staff Study of the Military Medical 
Supply Systems,” 6 February 1953. 

9 See below p. 10 for Congressional attitudes and action. 

l°l?ublic Law 488, Chapter 630, 82nd Congress, 2nd Session 
(H.R. 7391), Sec. 638 of Title VI— General Provisions. 
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(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, and Tor 
the purpose of achieving an efficient, economical, and 
practical operation of an integrated siipply system designed 
to xoset the needs of the military departments without dup- 
licating or overlapping of either operations or functions, 
no officer or agency in or under the Department of Defense, 
after the effective date of this section, shall obligate any 
funds for procurement, product* 00 # warehousing, distribution 
of supplies or equipment or related supply management func- 
tions, except in accordance with regulations issued by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

(b) This section shall be effective sixty day3 after 
the approval of this act. 

And so to comply with Section 638, "Military Supply 
System Regulations" were issued. They covered the functional 
logistics areas of procurement, commercial and industrial -type 
facilities, distribution, cataloging and standardization, conser- 
vation, utilization and disposal, transportation and traffic 
management, production, personnel and training, and requirements 
review. A specific prohibition against supply system expansion 
for common-use standard-stock items was included, uhile complying 
with the spirit of Congressional legislation, hardly a person in 
close touch with the Department of Defense supply management prob- 
lem will deny that the complete intent of the Congress has not 
yet been carried out. M 03 t interpretation is that the Congres- 
sional intent will not be satisfied until a Department of Defense 
supply system for all common-use standard stock items comes into 
be ing. 



Background within the military departments .— Both before 
and after the passage of the National Security Act of 1947, the 
Department of the Army made some representations to the effect 
that in certain materiel categories, especially subsistence and 
medical and dental, the Army should be the sole logistics agency 
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for re qui reins nt s, procurement , and distribution. This concept 
cam© to be known as singlo-sorvicing and was repugnant to the 
Navy, which distrusted such plans because it realized the in- 
separability of logistics to the needs of its Naval Forces; and 
also because it felt that its system of supply in both of those 
areas was superior to that of the Army. At first, after the 
.lunitions Board began to function, it seemed that the Navy might 
be overwhelmed by both the Army and the Air Force. The latter, 
although it had become separate, was still bound by old ties, as 
well as methods, procedures, and also supply dependence to the 
Army. Over heated arguments of the council table in the area of 
supply management, it gradually began to become clear that the 
*ir Force had as much to gain in learning from the Navy as from 
the Army. 

Soon after the end of World War II, the Navy, desiring to 
incorporate the lessons learned in the war into its supply opera- 
tions, commenced a supply study as to how best to establish a 
unified Navy supply system which would integrate and coordinate 
the materiel category segments, which were at that time directly 
under the cognizance of various materiel bureaus. This study was 
approved in early 1947 as the Navy Supply Plan, and immediately 
began to be placed in effect. ^ The basic principles under- 
lying this integrated supply system were; placing responsibility 
for performance control of all supply functions in one bureau, 
the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts; establishing "supply offices" 
for each category of Naval material, operated .jointly by the 

^Secretary of Navy letter to Chief of Naval Operations 
14 February 1947* 
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Bureau of Supplies and Vccounts and the Technical Bureau; 
decentralizing the "supply offices" out of the Washington area 
into a geographic location close to the indu atrial producers 
of the particular material; material of a common-use standard- 
stock nature was placed in the Navy Stock Fund; technical control 
of research and development, design, determination of require- 
ments, inspection, construction and manufacture, and maintenance 
remained with the cognizant technical bureau, 411 other func- 
tions commonly associated in the area of supply management were 
delegated to the "supply office" of field activity under the 
management control of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. The 
accomplishments were expected; "To provide the Navy with a co- 
ordinated and integrated system for the supply of all replenish- 
able material necessary for the maintenance and operation of the 
Naval Establishment, which will give effective control, maximum 
flexibility, and maximum security with maximum economy."* 12 These 
objectives have since been tested, and met with tremendous suc- 
cess, in peace end in the Korean War; and one is struck with the 
similarity of these objectives with those desired for a Depart- 
ment of Defense Supply System. 

Because the development of the Navy Supply System was 
engaging the complete attention and energies of its supply per- 
sonnel from the passage of the National Security Act on, it is 
not surprising that the Navy, recognizing that it hid a good thing. 



Recommendation B-l of the Navy Supply Plan approved by 
Secretary of the Navy 14 February 1947. 
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should have oeen less than lukewarm to any proposals of the 
4rmy, It should be pointed out that both the Army and the Air 
Force had many supply personnel who felt as the Navy: "Let me 

alone and let me look after my own operating problems of supply 
management." TThat is more, the Air Force was faced with a 
manifold, complex problem of supply logistics a3 it took over 
from the army and began to operate its own department. Prac- 
tical people, beset with their own problems, could not see any 
possibilities of effectiveness, officiency or economy In any 
unified supply system. 

In 1949 the National Security Act was amended to provide 
for the Introduction of unified fiscal management In the Depart- 
ment of Defense. Because the Navy had been probably the foremost 
leader In the federal government in regard to utilizing business 
methods in accounting, especially for materiel, the amendment 
wa3 taken In stride by the Navy, although It caused considerable 
apprehension on the part of the Army and Air Force. Talk of 
single-servicing fell to a whisper as it was realized that all 
material in the common-use standard-stock area would have to be 
financed by a revolving stock fund. Since the Navy had always 
utilized a stock fund method for it3 material management , there 
was no worry on its part, for It had long previously Integrated 
fiscal management with supply management. To a businessman. It 
may seem strange that there should be a lack of such integration 
among part of the military establishment, but Its concept was 
so new to the Army and *ir Force as to require a statement of 
policy from the Office of the Secretary of Defense concerning 
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1 3 

the functional relationships of supply and fiscal management. 

It i 3 understood that at the time of this writing, the 
response to the studies by the Munitions Board in the categories 
of medical and dental, and subsistence goes something as follows: 
the Army Is ready and willing to take over single -service sup- 
ply responsibility for either; the Navy recognizes that it Is a 
mistake to have single-servicing by the Army, as proposed for 
medical and dental, and a different Joint agency concept for 
subsistence; therefore the Navy feels that what is needed is a 
common pattern to ensure a common system for all matoriel seg- 
ments of a Department of Defense Supply System; the Air Force 
seems to be willing "to buy" both, or a combined approach for 
the studies. 

This paper suggests that a Department of Defense Supply 
System which will be Integrated and coordinated and achieve its 
objectives of effectiveness, economy, efficiency and uniform 
standards end procedures cannot be built unless there is a com- 
mon mister blueprint to have each materiel segment complementary 
and a consistent part of the whole. 

Background from Standpoint of the Congress of the United 
States . — Soon after the outbreak of the Korean War, the Congress 
became concerned over how well the Department of ^fense was 



13 

Memorandum, Office of Secretary of Defense to Secre- 
taries Depts. J C S. and chairman and directors of boards and 
Offices of the Dept, of Defense. 18 Jan. 1951. 
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marshalling the nation’s resources under the industrial mobiliza- 
tion program. Among others. Senator Johnson, Congressmen Hardy, 
Hebert, and Bonner investigated various facets of the problem. 

The Bonner subcommittee of the House Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments devoted its attention to Federal 
Supply Management with particular emphasis on the military as- 
pects. This committee in its report covered among other problems, 

the legislative fraxrework for Military Supply Management and had 
1 4 

this to say: 

In the public mind, unification of the Armed Forces was 
achieved by the National Security Act of 1947. An evaluation 
of field operations under this act and its later anendments 
shows that unification, from the standpoint of military sup- 
ply, rests largely on paper. 

Tt complained bitterly about each department manning and operating 
a supply system: "Should the Air Force be permitted to organize 

and operate its own supply system, the Department of Defense would 
be underwriting a program of triplication rather than the unifica- 
tion sought, in part at least, by the Act of 1947.* 15 And speaking 
further, the committee said: 

This legislation has not produced the unification which 
the American public believed necessary. The unsettled world 
conditions of today and the experience in administering ths 
National Security Act necessitate a careful reexamination of 
the basic charter. 16 



Committees of Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 
32nd Congress, 1st Session, House Report No* 658, G.P.P. , 27 June 
1951, p. 8. 



15 Md., p. 8. 
1 6 Ibld .. p. 9. 
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lts legislative recommendation was as follows: "Clarification 

by the Congress of the basic statute, the National Security Act 
of 1947, as amended, is necessary to implement fully centralized 
supply direction and coordination and to avoid conflicting ad- 
ministrative interpretations.” 17 The author cannot resist the 
comment that actually no clarification of the act is necessary, 
for the Secretaiy of Defense has the authority and responsibility 
lander the act, and the intent of Congress in regard to the 
cocnon-use items of supply i3 unmistakably clear. For those who 
doubt this opinion, read on and discover the Congressional in- 
tent. 

Further investigations by the Bonner Subcommittee in the 
fall of 1951 disclosed that the Air Force was continuing to build 
a separate supply system for common-use items. In the winter of 
1952, the Porter-Hardy, and the Hebert subcommittees publicised 
damaging facts concerning certain phases of military supply opera- 
tions. The former committee reported on the purchase functions, 
especially in the category of automotive materiel; and the latter 
reported on duplications and inefficiencies in the procurement, 
standardization, and cataloguing fields. As a result of these 
investigations, which more or less confirmed unofficial Congres- 
sional opinion that the Defense Department was guilty of waste 
and extravagance, the Congress placed section 638 as a general 
provision of the Appropriation Act of the Defense Department. 13 
^hat is not generally known by many persons associated with the 



17 

Ibid., p. 3. 

1 8 

Op. cit . See p. 4, footnote 10. 
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Military Establ ishment Is that tbs Congress came very close to 
enacting into law, a single Department of Defense Supply System 
to apply across the board. The Senate debate on 20 and 30 June 
1952 clearly demonstrates the mood of Congress. 

Senator Paul Douglas introduced on the floor of the 
Senate, a bill identical to that previously introduced by Repre- 
sentative 3onner on the floor of the House, "to promote economy 
and efficiency through reorganization and integration of supply 
and service activities within and among the military departments.” 
Under the proposed bill, 19 the functions of the afunltlons Board 
were transferred to an Uhder Secretary of Defense for Supply 
Management who wouli be responsible to: 

(1) develop standardized procedures and forms and 
service function; 

(2) eliminate duplication and overlapping within and 
among the supply activities of the military departments in 
the fields of production, procurement, warehousing and dis- 
trlbu tion; 

(3) establish and operate depots for common items and 
other connion supply and service installations throughout 
the United States; 

(4) develop unified logistics organizations overseas; 

(5) establish and operate a program to systematize scrap 
recovery, redistribution of excess material and surplus dis- 
posal, and coordinate such programs with the Department of 
"efense and with those of other departments and agencies of 
the Government having responsibilities in those fields; 

(6) develop plans fbr recruitment and training of a pro- 
fessional corps of supply personnel within the Department of 
Defense. 



Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 2nd 5ess., Vol. 98, 
No. 116, 30 June 1952, p. 87771 
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Speaklng on behalf of this amendment to II. R. 7391, the 
appropriation Act for the Department of Defense, Senator Douglas 
had this to say: 

They (the military departments) have been so 3low that 
at times it looks as though they have been sabotaging, that 
they have not been in favor of unification, th at they wanted 
to maintain their separate systems of supply and procurement, 
resulting in competitive bidding and in grave wastes. 20 

and speaking further, he stated: 

This was one of the purposes of the original National 
Security Act of 1947, the so-called Unification Act, which 
provided in section 202 (a)(3) that the Secretary of Defense 
should take appropriate steps "to eliminate unnecessary 
duplication cr overlapping in the field of procurement, 
supply transportation, storage, health and research.’ 1 When 
the Unification Act was revised in 1949 this provision was 
eliminated, providing a legislative opening for duplication 
to exist. 2 * 

Senator Saltcnstall also entered into the debate. He said: 

When the unification bill was passed in 1947, the amend- 
ment which the Senator is now proposing was considered. It 
was one of those steps which the committee felt it did not 
want to take at that time. It felt it shouH not go that far 
in concentrating so much power in the Secretary of Defense. 
That was one of the problems which Secretary Forrest al had 
confronting him. Times have changed, and conditions have 
changed. Personally, I think there is considerable merit in 
what the Senator from Illinois is proposing. I want the rec- 
ord to sho.Y that I Join with the Senator from Texas in sug- 
gesting that the Senator introduce a bill on the subject in 
January, and pursue it, so that the Unification Act may be 
amended somewhat along the lines the Senator from Illinois 
proposes. I believe it should be amended. 22 

Senator 0 ’Mahoney concluded the debate by accepting the suggestion 

of Senators Johnson and Saltonstall, and obtaining the concurrence 



20 

Op . clt . : No. 115, 28 June 1952, p. 8644. 

21 

0£. clU : No. 118, 30 June 1952, p. 8778. 
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of Senator Douglas, In the following statement: 

I wish to say to the Senator from Illinois that the 
Subcommittee on Defense Production was unanimous in its 
feeling that the principle of the Bonner Amendment should 
be enacted into law. But the coamnittee was aware of the 
fact that it could not be enacted into law on an appropri- 
ation bill. I want the Senator to know that personally I 
have consulted with the Secretary of Defense and the Di- 
rector of the Bureau of the Budget. I spoke to both of 
them and told them that the economy measure must be carried 
through. At the 3ame time, I recognize the fact that the 
committee on Armed Services of the Senate and the House are 
entitled as a matter of right to have the opportunity to 
examine into the far-reaching changes which would be made in 
unification. 23 

Accordingly, only section 638, which required the Depart- 
ment of Defense to issue coordinating supply regulations, 24 was 
enacted into law. However, facing the Department of Defense of- 
ficials at this writing is the strong possibility that a law 
similar to that proposed by Representative Bonner and Senator 
Douglas will become law. Such a law is not necessary in the 
opinion of the writer. Bnder authority granted to the Secretary 
of Defense is the power to effect a unified Department of Defense 
Supply System for common-use items. What is needed is a broad 
blueprint of exactly how such a single supply system may be put 
together. The Munitions Board staff studies in the fields of 
medical and subsistence offer some aid, but taken together they 
are presently incompatible to each other. This paper proposes 
how they may be made compatible, and how the same compatibility 
and integration may be applied to the other common-use categories 
of materiel. 
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' Ibid., p. 8780. 
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Department of Defense Directives 4000.8 and 4000.9. 
5 Sept. 1952. 
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CHAPTER II 



what to do about supply unification 

FOR COMMON-USE ITEMS 

All three military departments have had a very real fear 
of the possibility that a fourth department, similar to the Army 
Service Forces of World War II, and yet vastly broader in scope, 
might bo established to accomplish all their logistics functions 
of determination of requirements, procurement, and distribution 
of personnel, materiel, and facilities. 3uch a possibility is 
utterly repugnant to any military man who has the le ast grasp of 
the indivisibility of strategy, tactics and logistics in the con- 
duct of any military operation, and especially in time of war. A 
fourth department concept Is collectively and individually abhorred 
by the Amy, Navy, and Air Force, and yet this child* s fancy is 
just enough alive to arouse uneasy mutterings among responsible 
officials. A fourth service of supply to encompass only the 
materiel logistics field. Is occasionally fostered by military ex- 
tremists as the one real way to achieve service unification. There 
are various Ideas of how the fourth service would work, but most 
Ideas ultimately end up with a separate supply service. In its dis- 
tinctive uniform, gnswerable to an Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Supply, and responsible for all logistics functions within the 
area of materiel supply from the Continental United States, out 
along the communications pipelines to the forward combat areas. 

Such a scheme Is viewed In the same light as the fourth 
department, especially by the military commander who uneasily 
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man at departmental headquarters each feels the wrath of Congress, 
and while In the spotlight, hopes that the attention may be quickly 
diverted to someone else; but the top military Department of Defense 
official sighs as, attempting to defend the errors of omission and 
commission of his subordinates, he hops to the aid, one after the 
other, of his functional specialists. An excellent example was 
the appearance of Vice Admiral C. Fox, 3C, U3N, before the pro- 
curement subcommittee of the House Committee on Armed Services.^ 

Since Congress expects a faster rate of unification under 
the National Security Acts of 1947 and 1949, let f s see what can be 
done to at least remove the supply man and the top administrators 
from the hot seat of Congressional inquiry and the general public f s 
dissatisfaction with triplification of supply. The military have 
rejected either a fourth military department or a fourth service. 

Is there not another alternative? There seems to be a distinct 
possibility that something can be done within the gore ral supply 
area of the "so-called” common-use items. 

Area of Comnon-nso Items. — The term corrmon uso hi s slipped 
into the vernacular of persons engaged with materiel aspects of the 
logistics problems. To this day a formal definition acceptable to 
all is still lacking. Thile arousing academic arguments as to the 
meaning of common-use materiel, the following definition, adapted 
by the author, is considered sufficient for the purposes of this 
papers "common-use items are defined as items of standard, com- 
mercial production, commonly used within the military departments 



Statement of Admiral Fox, House Armed Services Sub-Com- 
mittee, 82nd Congress, 2nd Session, 3 March 1953. 
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wonders where Is his control and how much can he depend on this 
supply pipeline which seemingly only unites with his tactics and 
strategy and the very end of the pipeline. The individual depart- 
ments have long accepted the concept that all military endeavors 
are "answerable and responsible to Command." 

TChen the layman or Congressman greets such statements with 
a wondering and questioning look, and perhaps a verbal salvo, the 
military man retires, frustrated by the refusal of others to recog- 
nize a concept which to him is basic. In fairness to the Congress- 
man, let’s admit that most of them understand and appreciate the 
concept very well, but they are just plain tired and irritated to 
have the military departments continue to give reasons why the job 
of unification should not be done, rather than an explanation of 
how it might be done. The burden of the national defense portion 
of the federal budget is so heavy that in the eyes of Congressmen, 
even those with military experience, and especially with their 
constituents, the military are wastrels, bad managers, and bureau- 
crats in the worst sense. In short, an idea has slowly been built 
up in the public’s mind that the military are brawny but dumb, and 
consequently are the scapegoats for jibes and criticism among the 
headline hunters as well as those honestly concerned about ths 
management of our national defense. Despite efforts to publicize 
their successes, their failures become well known and well remem- 
bered, while their achievements are quickly forgotten. There is 
one failure, impossible to refute, and that is tte cross-hauling 
of the same materiel, visible when one departmental supply system 
is compared with another. 

The military personnelman, the constructor, and the supply 
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by two or more military activities and practicable of inclusion 
within a central purchasing program.” The definition is not so 
important as an idea and comprehension that we are speaking of 
items of supply that are used by the military and are similar to 
those found in the local retail shopping areas, serving everyone’s 
home. Accordingly, these common-use items are those which would 
be recognized by their very nature and characteristics. While the 
definition speaks of common -use items which are common to two or 
more activities, it should be recognized that commonness among 
these items is not as widespread as mi$it be assumed by the defini- 
tion. Surveys have indicated that even such common-use items as 
paper towels, mimeograph paper, and toilet soap are not commonly 

used across the board by the three military departments or the 

o 

other federal departments and agencies. Even though an item may 
not be commonly used, by the mere fact that it has the same generic 
name, it should be included along with its brothers and sisters in 
any common supply system. Perhaps there are good reasons for only 
one military activity to use a particular item of supply, or per- 
haps the item could be eliminated under a standardization program. 
In any event, the best way to ascertain a judgment decision is to 
bring together in a single supply system all the same or similar 
items of supply having the same item name. 

"ftiat items then are we taMng about? We have indicated 
individual items of supply that can be grouped together under an 



2 

Department of Defense and General Services Administration, 
distribution Survey of Certain Selected Civilian Type Common- 
age 'item's,' 2 Sept. 1952. 
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item name such as: Paper, mimeograph. In addition, item names 

can be combined into classes, such as the four digit classes being 
prescribed by the Federal Cataloging Program under the auspices 
of the Department of Defense Supply Management Agencies; one such 
class might be Office Supplies of which paper, mimeograph, is one 
item name. The classes in turn could be combined under a category 
of materiel, such as, office and household materiel, which is one 
of seventeen materiel categories, as approved by the Munitions 
Board on 7 September 1950 to be used "in connection with executing 
Munitions Board responsibility derived from the memorandum of 17 
November 1949 from the Secretary of Defense regarding 'The Depart- 
ment of Defense Supply System. ,n Certain of the prescribed seven- 
teen materiel categories could be classified as common-use within 
our understanding of that concept. These categories are: Medical 

and Dental, Subsistence, Fuels and lubricants. Household and Of- 
fice Type Material, Shop and Maintenance Type Material, General 
Purpose Type Material, Precision Instruments, Reproduction Equip- 
ment and Related Materiels, Commercial Automotive. It is well to 
note that with the exception of a few minor item exceptions, tech- 
nical or special military items, appearing in the categories of 
Aircraft, Ships, Tanks, Guns and Ammunition, Communications, and 
Construction, have not been included in the cormnon-use materiel 
category breakdown. These latter categories are considered purely 



3 

Munitions Board Memorandum far the Secretaries of the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, 18 Sept. 1950. 
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military and do not come within the purview of this paper. There 
is one other common-use category which has been excepted, that of 
clothing. Because clothing has already received considerable co- 
ordination attention under the Armed Services Textile and Apparel 
Procurement Agency, as established by the Department of Defense in 
1952, and because there is almost complete distinctiveness of the 
uniform and equipment apparel items of the Army, Navy, Marine 
lorps, and Air Force, this last category has also notbeen included 
in the proposals of this paper. 

What la Proposed for the Common-TJse Areas . — The Hoover Com- 
mission in its study of supply systems in the federal gcvernment, 
made these comments concerning the Navy Supply System: 

The Department of the Navy has established, and has been 
operating dnce Februaiy 11, 1947, a coordinated and integrated 
system for the supply of all material necessary for the main- 
tenance and operation of the Naval Establishment. One of the 
basic concepts in the Navy Supply System is that all material 
belongs to the Navy, not to an individual bureau. The Navy 
further recognizes that supply problems form a common pattern, 
and has centralized responsibility for them in it3 Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts. To insure a uniform supply system that 
meets the needs of the technical Bureaus, various items are 
grouped into types which can be controlled from a specific Sup- 
ply Demand Control Point. The maximum degree of uniformity 
consistent with the various types of materials is obtained under 
the Navy Supply System. 4 

The proposals made herein are completely in line with the comments 
and conclusions of the Hoover Commission, although the recommenda- 
tions have been adapted to only the Department of Defense. The 
basic principles propounded herein are completely in consonance with 



Hoover Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Govememnt, "Task Force Report on the Federal Supply System, n 
O.P.O., Jan. 1949. 



